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iii. The proposal does not account for the loss of ecological services arising from the
interrelationship of the headwater streams and the surrounding terrestrial ecology.

iv. The proposal fails to account for the ecological uncertainty associated with the described
stream corridor enhancement. Mitigation goals and performance targets (standards) remain
unknown. Proposals that emphasize aquatic resource preservation do not document the
amount of risk attributed to their potential development.

Path forward
1. The FEIS should more accurately describe the nature and range of potential impacts of the project.
a. As previously stated, due to the limited amount of real world data and the large uncertainty
inherent in using the groundwater modeling for determining surface water impacts, a weight-of-
evidence based risk assessment would be the most appropriate method for reaching qualitative
conclusions regarding the project’s overall risk to these resources. See attached risk assessment
proposal.

b—Adternatively;Hf necessary-due-to-timing pressuresr-Alternatively, we suggest using an

extrapolation of the most conservative estimate of impacts from groundwater modeling to
develop an appropriate mitigation plan, with EPA-weuld-be-willingte-werlk-with USES-en-the
inehasion-ofseme-specific language into the EIS that would help decision makers and the public
to understand thepfejeet—l-mﬁaets—aﬁd assoc1ated uncertamtles more clearly T—hfs—melﬂeles—

2. The FEIS should describe the nature and scale of mitigation that would be required for project
approval. This should include:

a. Mitigation that is commensurate with project impacts, both direct and indirect. As indicated
above, this would likely mean watershed-scale compensation.

b. The acquisition of sufficient wet surface water and/or groundwater to fully replace and offset the
direct and indirect impacts associated with the hydrologic effects of groundwater drawdown
from the mine pit. “Mitigation water” would have to be of sufficient quantity and quality, and
made available in a manner that would offset predicted groundwater drawdown and associated
surface water impacts from the proposed mine pit.

c. The development of funding for management of aquatic resource mitigation and conservation
mitigation. Linkages between conservation mitigation and aquatic resource mitigation would
need to be explained.





